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Farmland Reassessment 
Abstract 
This field experience inv e$ tigated the effects of farmland 
reassessment on nineteen rural schools in Illinois. These 
schools received fifty percent or more of their. Equalized 
Assessed Valuation (EAV) from farmland asse ssment. The 
study demonstrated the effects of the Farmland Ass~ssment 
Act of 1981 on rural schools and the perc ep tions of the 
superintendents of those schools as to the major ef fects 
of the law . The study compares data from the year befor e 
the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981 with the data for the 
latest year available. An analysis of the EAV for every 
school in the -study indicated 
has negatively effected rural 
that farmland reassessment 
schools in Illinois. An 
analysis of the number of teachers in 1981-82 and 1987-88 
indicated that a reduction of teachers ha s occurred since 
1981. An analysis of the superintendents' surveys 
indicated that class offerings have declined since 1981. 
Superintendents' perceptions indicated that financial 
problems, due in l<!rge part to farmland r(:assessment, ar~ 
major causes o f decreases in teachers and c!ass offerings. 
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Farmland Reassessment 
Chapter I 
Overview of the Problem 
Introduction 
There is a growing belief in Illinois that something 
must be done to change the state aid school funding 
formula or the way in which schools are funded (Jennings, 
1984). The school funding formula now in use was enacted 
by the General Assembly in 1939 and has had only minor 
changes since (Illinois Department of Revenue (IDR), 
1982) . Major changes have been legislated ln other areas 
but little has been done to improve the financing of 
education for public schools (Lowrance, 1977). 
Public Act 82-121, more commonly known as the 
Farmland Assessment Act of 1981, amended the Revenue Act 
of 1939 . The key changes examined in this paper relate to 
the methods of farmland reassessment . Experts ln 
assessment administration offered the following reasons 
for the occurrences of inequities prior to 1981: a) 
difficulty of assessing market value and lack of trained 
assessors, b) inadequate funding, c) discrimination to 
benefit certain tax payers, and d) lack of enforcement of 
assessment laws and standards of performance (League of 
Women Voters of Illinois (LWVI), 1982). 
Before 1981, farmland property taxes were based on 
the sale or market value. Property taxes are now based on 
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soil productivity and market value . This was done to 
equalize farmland assessments statewide and also to reduce 
the political influence of local officials. Market values 
of similar tracts of farmland vary from county to county 
within the state. Farmland in economically depressed 
areas will not sell for as much as the same type of 
farmland in a more affluent county . Politically, the 
former method allowed the local assessor leeway in 
assigning values to the land, therefore there was no 
conformity as far as ass es sments from county to county 
were concerned. To impl e ment the Farmland Assessment Act 
of 1981, the Department of Revenue established guidelines 
and recommendations in order to achieve equitable 
assessment of farmland within and between counties (PA 
82-121) 1981) . 
Farmland reassessment has had a major negative impact 
on school funding for the last five years. A record 
number of school districts are operating with deficit 
budgets. Such districts have little or no hope of 
recovery under present funding laws in Illinois. The 
present method of school financing is not adequate to 
support many of the schools in downstate Illinois 
(Chicoine, 1986). Legislation which established farmland 
reassessment is contributing greatly to the deterioration 
of quality education and the financial health of our rural 
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school systems (Jennings, 1984). 
Questions to be Answered 
This study was conducted to answer the following 
questions: a) has farmland reassessment negatively 
effected the tax base for rural schools in Illinois, b) 
has the number of teachers in rural schools declined since 
the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981, c) has the total 
number of class offerings in rural schools declined since 
farmland reassessment, and d) are the income losses of 
farmland reassessment in rural schools totally covered by 
increases in state financial aid? 
Statement of the Problem 
Historically, property taxes have provided the most 
stable income on which schools have based their project e d 
revenues and planned their budgets (Lowrance, 1977). Many 
farmers felt that they were paying a disproportionate 
share of property taxes tn r e lationship to their personal 
income and in relationship to those paid by the general 
public. According to David L. Chicoine (1986), they we r e . 
As late as 1979, non-farmers were paying three to four 
percent (3-4%) of their personal incomes for property 
taxes in Illinois while those in agriculture were paying 
between twelve and eighteen percent (12 - 18%) of their 
personal income for property taxes . 
Between the late 1970's and 1984, the property tax 
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burden, as a percentage of income, more than doubled for 
Illinois farmers. This JUmp occurred because farm incomes 
declined while farm property taxes remained relatively 
stable. On average, declining farmland assessments were 
partially counterbalanced by increasing tax rates as 
property tax dependent governmental units attempted to 
adjust to the problems of lower assessments and higher 
prices. During the period from 1980 to 1984 the 
non-farming sector of the state paid an average of three 
and seven-tenths percent (3.7%) of its personal income for 
property taxes. For the farming sector, the proportion 
was thirty-six and one-tenth percent (36.1%). 
The Farmland Assessment Act was passed to relieve the 
farm tax burden. Property tax relief for the farmer was 
provided at the direct expense of local government and, 
especially, of local school districts. 
This field experience documents the financial 
problems of public schools as one effect of farmland 
reassessment. It relates these financial problems to cut 
backs in teachers and educational programs in rural 
schools. 
Demographic Information 
School districts studied for this report are limited 
to schools in Clark, Coles, Cumberland, Edgar, Moultrie 
and Shelby counties of the Eastern Illinois Education 
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Service Region (EIESR) administered by Rosemary Shepherd, 
the Regional Superintendent. Specific schools may be used 
as examples to mirror the effects on school districts 
throughout the state. 
Within this six county regio~ there are 23 
communities forming their own school districts. Most are 
unit school districts; however, two communities have 
separate grade school and high school districts . For 
purposes of this report that distinction is not necessary . 
Five of the six counties receive fifty percent or more of 
their total EAV from farmland assessments. Some of the 
best farmland . in the state is located in East Central 
Illinois, but the various counties have a wide variety of 
soils which lS representative of the full range of soil 
types found in Illinois . 
The writer believes that knowledge of what the state 
has done could change the attitudes of the public . He 
also believes that public awareness and knowledge of 
educational funding and its problems will help education . 
Although this field study is limited to a five county 
region , it should be representative of the problems caused 
statewide in rural areas by the Farmland Assessment Act of 
19 81 • According to a recent television news report on 
Wand-channel 17, eighty percent (80%) of the rural school 
districts in Illinois are in financial trouble. 
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Limitations of the Study 
This study is limited to the school districts in 
those five countries in the EIESR which receive the 
majority of their taxes from farmland. The student 
population of the grade schools involved ranged from 143 
to 1047 students . The student population of the high 
schools involved ranged from 91 to 827 students. Student 
enrollment has been on a slight but gradual decline in 
each county for the past 15 years throughout these rural 
areas. Coles county, the other county in the region but 
not included as rural by definition, has increased its 
enrollment over the last five years. 
This "study deals with the financial, staffing, and 
course offering effects of the Farmland Assessment Act of 
1981 . Information and statistics which are used in this 
study are limited to the time span from 1980 to 1988 . 
Definition of Terms 
In order that a more accurate understanding of this 
study can be achieved, the following definitions are 
provided : 
Farmland Reassessment. For the pu r po s es of th is 
paper, farmland reassessment refers to the changes in 
farmland assessment brought about by the Illinois Farmland 
Assessment Act of 1981, as amended. 
Equalized Assessed Values (EAV). The official 
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taxable value of property as determined by the formulas 
established by state guidelines . 
Cropland . 
or hay was cut; 
All lands from which crops were harvested 
all lands in orchards, vineyards , 
rotational pastures, rotational grazing or any land which 
has been improved, even if idle. 
Permanent Pasture. Any pastureland which is not 
normally tilled except for renovating. 
Other farmland. Land in ponds, woodland pasture, and 
farm building lots other than homesites . 
Wasteland . Land not falling into any of the above 
categories and those lands which cannot be cultivated or 
pastured . 
Roads . Travel ways which are not assessed . 
Waterways. Land used to channel water from cropland. 
Farmland. The broad term incorporating cropland, 
pasture, other farmland and wasteland. 
Rural Schools. Schools, in counties that have fifty 
percent (50 %) or more of their total EAV determined by 
farmland assessments, are considered to be rural schools 
for the purposes of this paper. 
Productivity Index (PI). A value assigned to the 
acres and certified by the Department of Revenue through 
the calculations of gross income minus production costs, 
which determines a net return to the land per acre. This 
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is divided by the Federal Land Bank farmland mortgage 
interest rates for the same five year period used in 
calculating the net return. 
10 
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Chapter II 
Rationale, Related Literature, and Research 
Rationale 
Funding for public schools in Illinois varies from 
district to district. Some districts receive roost of 
11 
their money from the state in accordance with the school 
aid formula most beneficial to them, while other districts 
are more self-supporting through local taxes. Property 
taxes are the major source of income for many school 
districts, especially the rural schools in Illinois 
(Jennings, 1984). All schools within the EIESR, except 
those in Cole~ county, are considered to be rural and rely 
heavily on local property taxes. This study documents the 
reduction in the collection of local property taxes by 
rural schools as a result of the Farmland Assessment Act 
of 1981. 
Review of Literature 
Most local funds for schools are derived from 
property taxes. To initiate the process by which schools 
receive property tax dollars, a Certificate of Tax Levy 
must be adopted by a roll call vote of the local school 
board and filed with the County Clerk by the last Tuesday 
in December. This levy enables property taxes to be 
collected for local school revenues. The Certificate of 
Levy includes several individual levies which, 
Farmland Reassessment 
collectively, provide all local property tax funds for 
operating the schools. 
The Certificate of Levy asks the County Clerk for a 
specific dollar amount in each fund. It specifies the 
amount of money needed to run the school in each 
particular fund. The County Clerk converts the dollar 
amounts to the final tax rate and tax extention which is 
the dollar amount to which the school system is actually 
entitled. Any excess amounts in the levies are ignored. 
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Schools receive only the property tax funds generated by 
the maximum tax rates allowed by law (Illinois Association 
of School Business Officials (IASBO), 1988). Since the 
County Clerks can usually predict the EAV for the next 
school year quite accurately, they can provide the local 
district with a good estimate of the maximum available 
before the levy is filed. 
Once the levy is filed with the County Clerk, the 
school must wait for that office to establish the tax 
rate. That information is then sent to the County 
Treasurer who mails tax bills to property owners as early 
as April or as late as October (IASBO, 1988). 
On the state average, schools are financed 
thirty-nine percent (39%) by the state, eight percent (8%) 
by the federal government, and fifty-three percent (53%) 
by local revenues, of which property taxes constitute the 
Farmland Reassessment 
greatest portion (Illinois State Board of Education 
(ISBE), 1988). 
Tax abatements, enterprise zones, and tax increment 
financing (TIF) are all examples of government incentives 
for business growth. Tax abatements are used locally to 
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entice businesses to be established in their area. Stated 
bluntly, a "deal" is made by the local municipality with 
the businesses involved which gives them breaks in their 
property taxes for a designated period of time. This 
enticement means lost or reduced revenues for several 
years (Taxpayers' Federation of Illinois (TIF), 1987). 
Enterprise Zones and TIF are federal and state plans 
used to encourage business development. TIF, for example, 
allows municipalities to divert some property tax revenues 
toward community development. This public financing of 
improvements is an incentive for private developers to 
locate in a designated area and further develop it. If 
actual developments occur, they increase the EAV and the 
taxpayers must then pay on the current value of the land 
which has increased due to the fact that the newly 
developed area has increased land values. The school 
district is entitled only to the portion attributable to 
the value of the land before the TIF district was formed; 
that is, all additional tax revenues due to the increased 
value of the land goes to the municipality. Increases in 
Farmland Reassessment 
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the EAV due to TIFs or Enterprise Zones are not taxable by 
the schools until the stated number of years of exemption 
is reached (TFI, 1987). 
The state legislature has enacted several measures 
such as: homestead exemptions, senior citizens exemptions, 
and farmland reassessments, since the seventies to help 
taxpayers withstand the tax consequences of the inflation 
of their property values. The most devastating of these 
measures to a rural region's tax bases was the Farmland 
Assessment Act of 1981, which has caused substantial 
declines in the equalized assessed values of farm land and 
the taxes they generate. 
In A~ril, 1973, a committee was formed to study tax 
reform and make recommendations based on its findings. 
Senator Terrel E. Clarke, chairman of the "Clarke 
C om mi t t e e " re po r t e d th a t th e r e we r e in e q u i t i e s in pr ope r t y 
tax administration. He predicted that reform would be 
forced upon the legislature by the courts to insure 
compliance with the assessment laws. The law, which was 
enacted in response to his Committee's Report, directed 
the Director of the Department of Local Government Affairs 
(DLGA) to equalize countywide assessment levels among the 
102 counties at "full, fair cash value", and defined fair 
cash value as fifty percent (50%) of market value. In 
1975, the definition was changed to thirty-three and 
Farmland Reassessment 
one-third percent (33 1/3%) of market value. 
The Illinois Supreme Court, in a 1975 ruling, stated 
that, "Persistent disregard of the law apparent in these 
proceedings will not be permitted to continue," and 
suggested that plaintiffs should seek relief as to 1975 
and subsequent tax years (LWVI, 1982). 1975 legislation, 
passed in reaction to the court's decision, allowed three 
years for all counties to achieve the 33 1/3 percent 
level. 
Compliance with the 33 1/3 percent level of market 
value, mandated in 1975, effected many counties. 
Statewide, farmers felt the greatest impact of the court 
decision 'because farmland had traditionally been 
underassessed. Farm assessments were increased by the 
mandate at the same time farmland prices were going up 
rapidly. The outcry by farmers resulted in the General 
Assembly enacting a special assessment formula for 
farmland based primarily on the land's productivity and 
not on true market value. This became effective with the 
1977 assessment year. The assessed value of agricultural 
land was based on ninety percent (90%) of the average 
value of farm products sold in the county during the 
previous three years (based on Bureau of Census figures) 
and ten percent (10%) on the average market value of 
comparable land over the same period. The legislation 
15 
Farmland Reassessment 
provided a one year "hold harmless" clause which 
maintained the farm assessments at 1976 levels to protect 
local governments and schools in 1978. Without that 
clause, rural schools would have suffered greatly - some 
to the point of bankruptcy . The authors of the 
16 
legislation maintained that the farmland values would rise 
so rapidly that when the land value part of the formula 
was based on the most recent three year average prices, 
assessment levels would then rise sufficiently to 
accommodate the taxing bodies (LWVI, 1982) . 
The Illinois Farmland Assessment Act of 1981 required 
farmland assessments to be based on use-value or the 
current ~alue of the land's estimated future income from 
farmland production, rather than on its sale or market 
value. This bases property taxes exclusively on soil 
productivity, and not on the market or sale value of the 
land. A productivity index developed by a five-part 
formula is then applied to determine the taxable value of 
an acre of the land (Jenning, 1984). The formula works as 
follows: a) a five year gross income average is figured; 
b) a five year production cost average is calculated; c) a 
yearly net income potential is determined by deducting the 
average production costs from average gross income; d) 
this figure is divided by an average of the Federal Land 
Bank's preceding five year interest rates which determines 
Farmland Reassessment 
the estimated agricultural value of the land; and e) this 
value is then divided by one-third, which becomes the 
assessed value per acre. 
EAV'S for individual homeowners and farmland owners 
are determined through different processes. The process 
for obtaining the EAV for real property for homeowners in 
Illinois is as follows: 
l. The County Tax As sessor assesses residential 
property at one-third of its true market value. 
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2. The state then determines a multiplier for the 
area which is used to equalize that area's assessments 
with the res~ of the state. (If the assessor evaluates the 
property 'too low, his area will have a high multiplier 
assigned by the state.) 
3. These figures are then placed into a formula to 
establish the EAV: Market value times 33 1/3 percent 
times the state assigned multiplier equals EAV . 
The process for obtaining the EAV for farmland for 
the State of Illinois is more involved: 
1. Soil maps and aerial photographs of the land are 
used to evaluate each parcel of land. Each parcel of land 
is identified by owner and the number of acres held by 
that owner for that parcel. 
use: 
2. Each parcel is divided 
crop, wasteland, pasture, 
into categories of land 
roads, and waterways. Soil 
Farmland Reassessment 
maps, which are adjusted to compensate for slope and 
erosion, are superimposed over aerial maps to determine 
each land use category by soil type. Waterways, rivers, 
creeks, roads and wasteland are not assessed. 
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3. Soil types within the county determine the land's 
asessed value. Each soil type is assigned a Productivity 
Index number. The poorest types of soil are indexed at 60 
and the best soils are indexed up to 130 (TFI, 1983). The 
County Tax Assessor uses these PI's to calculate land 
values. 
4. The County Tax Assessor multiplies the number of 
acres of that· particular soil type times the Productivity 
Index. This is done for each soil type in the parcel, 
then the sum total of the entire parcel is divided by the 
number of acres to get a Weighted Productivity Index 
(WPI). All cropland is assessed at the full WPI; 
permanent pastures are assessed at 1/3 of the WPI and 
other farmlands at 1/6 of the WPI. Waterways, rivers, 
creeks, roads and wasteland are not assessed. 
5. The WPI is multiplied by the number of acres for 
land use to get the EAV of that land's use. Most counties 
use this WPI although another option for counties is to 
use the straight line system. With this method, the 
Productivity Index is multiplied by the number of acres of 
each soil type. All types of farmland are then added 
Farmland Reassessment 
together to get the total EAV for the parcel. 
In 1981, fifty-eight percent (58%) of the total 
property taxes extended by local governments went to 
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school districts in Illinois. Eighty-two percent (82%) of 
the total downstate property tax extentions were received 
from non-farmland assessments. However, thirty-eight of 
the downstate counties received at least fifty percent 
(50%) of their tax extentions from farmland (Jennings, 
1984) . Thus, local governments and schools in 
thirty-eight counties in the State of Illinois received 
the majority of their property taxes from agricultural 
farmland. 
Chicoine (1986) claimed that 1982 farming conditions 
in Illinois brought about the greatest decline in land 
values since the depression . 
cause large 1984 decreases. 
Several factors combined to 
The five year crop prices 
(1978-1982) used for the 1984 calculations were down, 
especially the 1982 soybean prices. Production costs were 
up each year. Finally, interest rates continued to rise 
from nine and two-tenths percent (9 . 2%) in 1981 to eleven 
and seven-tenths percent (11.7%) in 1984 . The thirty 
dollar ($30) limit on the increase or decrease in 
assessments per acre helped stabilize 1983 taxes but a big 
decline in assessed valuations of farmland from 1983 to 
1984 was felt by all counties. 
Farmland Reassessment 
Rural taxing districts which have poorer soils are 
often effected more than counties with richer soils. The 
profit margin is lower with poor soil because it does not 
20 
grow as much . Chicoine pointed out that counties with the 
poorest soils had the lowest average equalized assessed 
values and in turn suffered the greatest reduction in 
assessed values (1983). 
Those counties that reli ed on farmland for fifty 
percent or more of their tax monLes experienced the 
largest declines in EAV because the major proportion of 
their assessments were comprised of farmland . The higher 
the ratio of ~armland valuation to total valuation, the 
greater the proportional reductions in assessed valuation 
in that county. Therefore, the impact on rural districts 
in which farmland provides the majority of property taxes 
is greater than in those districts where a smaller 
proportion of income taxes are based on farmland. 
Since state aid to schools LS based on average daily 
attendance (ADA) and per pupil equalized assessed 
valuation, all schools effected negatively by farmland 
reassessment received increased state aid. Unfortunately, 
the increased state aid did not fully compensate farmland 
assessment losses because the state foundation aid level 
was set at a level far below the statewide average spent 
per pupil. Because the data used to determine state aid 
Farmland Reassessment 
is older than that used in tax collections, the increase 
in state aid is received a year after property tax 
revenues drop in any specific school district (ISBE, 
1988). 
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In 1984, a ten percent (10%) " limit law" was enacted 
to protect the local tax base from the poor performance of 
the farm economy in preceding years. This slowed the 
decline in EAV's by restricting flucuations in farmland 
asssessments to ten percent from one year to another. 
In 1986, legislation (PA 84-1275) was passed to 
further aid rural districts by freezing Farmland 
A s s e s s men t C e r t i f i e d V a 1 u e s in 1 9 8 7 a t th e 1 9 8 6 l e v e 1 • 
Other as~ects of the 1986 legislation recognized that 
use-value farmland assessments must be implemented in all 
counties to make this uniform throughout Illinois. It 
included state financial assistance for rural schools and 
provided transitional assistance for the 1987 budget year. 
Officially, the legislation provided: a) a ten percent 
limit on changes in asssessments imposed for 1984 and 
1985, b) farmland assessments in 1986 and 1987 based on 
1986 certified assessed values, c) a limit on the changes 
in certified assessed values from year to year beginning 
in 1988 to insulate the tax bases of rural governments 
throughout Illinois, and d) partial protection of the 1987 
revenues of rural school districts from losses if they 
Farmland Reassessment 
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declined more than ten percent from 1986 assessment levels 
due to declines in farmland assessment (Chicoine, 1986). 
This one year " stop-gap " amendment to the 1984 law 
kept the rural districts from losing more revenue for one 
year. The 1984 "limit law" and the 1986 amendment were 
attempts to retard the rate of downward adjustments in 
farmland assessments. 
Ward (1988) examined advantages and disadvantages of 
city schools and rural schools. The paper demonstrates 
that the State of Illinois has advocated reorganization 
since the 1940's. The Educational Improvements Act, 
adopted by the General Assembly in 1985, specifically 
required ·that each region study the feasibility of 
district reorganization and consolidation . 
The question Ward raised is "How are small school 
districts different from other school districts?"(l988, p 
4). Some of the findings indicate there is little 
variation among various typ e s of districts. Although a 
higher proportion of seniors in small rural school 
districts took the ACT than in other types of schools, the 
rural school districts did not have lower ACT mean 
composite scores. He also found that students in small 
rural schools do not demonstrate lower levels of academic 
ability. Academic achievement in the various sizes and 
types of school districts is not significantly different. 
Farmland Reassessment 
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The student-teacher ratio at the high school level is 
lowest in the small rural school. This advantage to the 
student also increases the cost of education. Increased 
costs of small classes are somewhat counterbalanced by the 
fact that teachers in small rural schools are paid much 
less, on average, than teachers in larger schools . Ward's 
study concludes that consolidation into larger schools is 
not the answer. Small rural schools, as a whole, are not 
offering substandard educational programs and services. 
They do not have lower ACT scores than other districts nor 
do they have a smaller percentage of students enrolled in 
the basic subject areas of math, science, English and 
social studies. Small rural districts have higher 
operating expenses per pupil and a larger proportion of 
their financial resources are spent on core educational 
programs. This study indicates that these school 
districts are stable educational communities with certain 
advantages and disadvantages which do a credible job of 
educating children. 
Farmland Reassessment 
Overview 
Chapter III 
Design of the Study 
This study was designed to determine the financial 
effects of the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981, as 
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amended, on rural schools in Illinois. The recent history 
of school funding in Illinois was reviewed in Chapter II. 
Historical background was provided from state documents 
and research from various publications. Its validity is 
substantiated by the official positions of the writers. 
The study consists of two major thrusts . The first 
documents the financial difficulties in rural school 
systems in Illinois which result, primarily, from the 
effects of the Farmland Assessment Act. Th e second 
utilizes a survey of th e superintendents involved with the 
schools in this study. Its purpose was to determine their 
perceptions of the financial conditions of their schools 
and the probl e ms that farmland reassessment has caused in 
their districts. 
Sample and Population 
The rural schools of the EIESR were not randomly 
selected but rather were chosen for their accessibility 
and availability to the writer. These par t icular school 
districts are representative of rural schools within 
Farmland Reassessment 
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Illinois. There are few large communities in this region. 
The villages and towns involved have vast amounts of 
farmland surrounding their population centers. The 
overall population and student population is relatively 
stable. Most farms have been family owned and operated 
for sometime; th is lends stability to the area. There 
38 counties in the state considered to be rural by the 
definition of th is study. The schools in these five 
are 
counties fu 1fi11 the criteria necessary to be considered 
rural schools. The soil types are also representative of 
the wide ranges in the Productivity Index and compare 
favorably wi~h the various soil types throughout the 
state. 
The three schools of Coles County were not included 
in the study because by definition, they are not rural. 
Crestwood in Edgar County was also excluded because of the 
unique situation created by its affiliation with a charter 
school district, Paris. Crestwood is a Kindergarten 
through twelfth grade unit district which maintains its 
own schools from Kindergarten through eighth grade but 
then tuitions its high school students to surrounding 
districts, mostly to Paris High School. This situation is 
somewhat unique and is not representative of school 
districts in Illinois and therefore is not comparible in 
many ways with the other school districts in this study. 
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Casey-W estfield is included in the computations except for 
Tables 2, 3, 5, and 6. The consolidation of these two 
districts for the 1985-86 school year would not allow true 
comparisons between the two, first as two separate units 
and then as a combined unit. 
The schools and student enrollments, both elementary 
and high school, used in this study are listed according 
to size in Table 1: 
Table 1 
1988 Listing of Schools According to Size 
Elementary High School 
School D i ·s tr ic t Enrollment Enrollment Total 
Tower Hill 14 3 93 236 
Findlay 206 91 297 
Kansas 211 91 302 
Lovington 257 113 370 
Shiloh 272 118 390 
Windsor 299 113 412 
Stewardson-Strasburg 311 131 442 
Martinsville 304 139 443 
Chrisman 327 154 481 
Cowden-Herrick 344 154 498 
Bethany 34 7 174 521 
Moweaqua 428 174 602 
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Neoga 546 287 851 
Sullivan 782 324 1106 
Casey-Westfield 787 340 1127 
Cumberland 799 331 1130 
Marshall 941 419 1360 
Shelbyville 999 431 1430 
Paris 1047 827 1974 
Data Collection and Instrumentation 
This study necessitated the collection of data in 
many areas for the schools involved. Factual data was 
obtained from the EIESR office pertaining to student 
enrollmen·ts, teacher employment, EAV's, OTR's, and local 
revenues. 
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School enrollments from 1981 and 1986 compare student 
populations the last year before the Farmland Assessment 
Act became effective and during the most recent year for 
which corresponding data was available (Appendix D). 
Student enrollment (Appendix E) and the number of teachers 
at the individual school districts (Appendix F) are 
compared from 1981 to 1987. 
At first glance, there is a discrepancy in the years 
listed but the various years do compare with each other. 
The EAV and operating tax rate compare the years 1981 and 
1985. The 1980 EAV year was selected since it was the 
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last year under the old guidelines for assessment and the 
1980 EAV was the basis for local funding for the 1981-82 
school year. The 1985 EAV data was the latest year 
available from the EIESR, and includes cumulative changes 
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since the 1981 farmland reassessment guidelines. The 1985 
EAV was the basis for local funding for the 1986-87 school 
year. Population data compares the 1981-82 school year to 
correspond to the 1980 EAV and the 1986-87 school year to 
correspond to the 1985 EAV. 
Data Analysis 
Factual Information. The tables developed for this 
study were devised to provide the information necessary to 
answer t~e questions in this study and inform the reader. 
Table 1 is informative data arranged according to size 
from the smallest student population to the largest to 
identify the school districts in this field study and to 
give the reader an awareness of the relative sizes of the 
schools involved . It shows a range in district enrollment 
of 236 to 1974 with a median size of 498 . 
Table 2 was designed to demonstrate the loss of EAV 
from 1980 to 1985 due to farmland reassessments both in 
the actual amounts and in the percentages. The data for 
each given year of each school district was obtained by 
subtracting the 1985 EAV from the 1980 EAV to obtain the 
actual loss of EAV. This figure was then divided by the 
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1980 EAV to obtain the percentage of loss since 1980 . 
This data demonstrates the overall losses of EAV since the 
Farmland Assessment ACT of 1981. Losses ranged from 0.8% 
to 36 . 9% with a median loss of 9.9% . 
Table 3 indicates the actual operating tax rates 
(OTR) for 1980 and 1985. The difference was calculated by 
subtracting the 1980 OTR from the 1985 OTR . The 
difference was then divided by the 1980 OTR to determine 
the percentage of increase. This data demonstrates 
increases in the operating tax rates since 1980 of 1.5% to 
35.5% with a median increase of 6.6% . 
Table 4 . indicates the calculated difference between 
the 1 981~82 and 1986-87 local revenues from property taxes 
for each school district. The difference (+ or -) is also 
indicated as a percentage change by dividing the 
difference by the 198 1 -82 revenues to obtain the percent 
of increase or decrease . Any increase of local revenue 
was due to the increase of the operating tax rate since 
all EAV's were less in 1985 than in 1980 . Changes 
from a decrease of 32% to an increase of 33.4%. The 
median change was an increase of 1.7% . 
ranged 
Table 5 was calculated by subtracting the 1981-82 
general state aid amount of each school district from the 
1986-87 amount to obtain the amount that state aid has 
increased for each school district over the six year time 
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span of this study. The increase ranged from $10,996 to 
$926,292 with a median increase of 294,054. The increase 
is also listed as a percent of increase. The percentage 
of increase ranged from 15% to 318%. The median increase 
was 90 . 4%. 
Table 6 indicates the projected local revenues for 
the 1986-87 school year using the 1985 EAV and the 1980 
OTR. Property tax revenues are calculated by multiplying 
the EAV times the OTR. The product is what local tax 
revenues would have been in 1986-87 if the OTR would have 
remained constant at the 1980 rate. The projected 1986-87 
local tax rev.enues were subtracted from the 1981-82 local 
tax revenues to obtain the projected loss of local tax 
revenues. This figure is compared to the increases in 
state aid for each school district. Calculations using 
these two computations then indicate if state aid has 
increased enough to compensate for the changes in local 
revenues required through property taxes. Seven of the 
eighteen schools did not receive enough of an . . increase in 
state aid to compensate for estimated lost revenues using 
1985 EAV'S and 1980 OTR's to calculate what local tax 
revenues would have been without the OTR increases. 
Superintendent's Survey . The Survey of School 
Administrators in EIESR; Effects of Farmland Reassessment 
(Appendix G) was formulated for this study and was 
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dis~ributed in March of 1989. The responses involved 
administrators' perceptions of the effects of farmland 
reassessment in their particular school districts. 
Questions one and two of the survey assess if the schools 
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have reduced teachers or class offerings. Questions three 
and four identify where changes have occurred. Question 
five assesses the perceptions of the administrators as to 
the reasons for these changes. Questions six and ten 
assess the perceptions of the administrators concerning 
their district's abilities to survive. Questions seven, 
eight, and nine assess the financial situation of each 
district. 
Survey responses were recorded on a tally sheet 
(Appendix H) and each question was analyzed according to 
the responses received. The total numbers of each 
response for each question are reported and the numbers 
compared to indicate the perceptions of administrators. 
The superintendents' responses should help reader(s) draw 
their own conclusions. The predictions of future 
viability are based upon the informed knowledge of the 
people most aware of their schools. 
The Appendices provide additional specific 
information beneficial for this study. The information is 
presented for the reader to analyze and interpret. 
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Factual Data 
Table 
Chapter IV 
Results 
2 lists the Real Property EAV for 1980 and 
1985, indicating the declines in EAV's since the 
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reassessment of 1981. Losses of EAV from 1980 to 1985 are 
listed with the actual amounts lost as well as the 
percentages of loss over the six year time span. 
To compensate for the revenues lost by declining 
EAV's, every school in this study increased the 1985 
operating tax rate from 1980. Table 3 lists the 1980 and 
the 1985 tax rates and the percentage of actual loss or 
gain. 
Table 4 lists the 1981-82 and 1986-87 property tax 
revenues. The difference between the revenues for these 
two school years, which correspond with the 1980 and 1985 
EAV's respectively, are indicated positively (+) for gains 
or negatively (-) for losses in each school district. The 
difference between revenues is also listed as a percentage 
of change. 
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Table 2 
Difference in 1980 and 1985 EAVs 
Percent 
School District 1980 EAV 1985 EAV Loss/EAV Loss 
Casey-Westfield 48712233 36888510 N/A N/A 
Marshall 34051553 31918662 2132891 6.3 
Martinsville 18476485 13260581 5215904 28.2 
Neoga 25402355 22570148 2832207 11. 1 
Cumberland 31478006 27917879 3560127 11. 3 
Shiloh 4201975 40586204 1433554 3.4 
Kansas 22968064 21139888 1828176 8.0 
Chrisman 30459193 27987217 2471976 8.8 
Par is 36770850 36462955 307895 . 8 
Sullivan 53890538 49721593 4168945 7. 7 
Bethany 28585794 25905850 2679944 9. 3 
Lovington 26419365 23198627 3220738 12.2 
Windsor 26112005 23586430 2525575 9. 7 
Find lay 20067179 18946331 1120848 5. 6 
Shelbyville 44474757 39104795 5369962 12. 1 
Stewardson-Strasburg 20691080 15123029 5568051 26.9 
Moweaqua 28492318 25826072 2666246 9. 9 
Tower Hi 11 16907476 10666792 6240684 36.9 
Cowden-Herrick 29160668 21750712 7409956 25. 4 
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Table 3 
1980 and 1985 Operating Tax Rate (OPR) 
School District 1 980 1985 Percent of 
* denotes dual/dist . OPR 
Casey - Westfield 
Marshall 
Martinsville 
Neoga 
Cumberland 
Shiloh 
Kansas 
Chrisman 
Paris 
Sullivan 
Bethany 
Loving ton 
Windsor 
Findlay 
2.2334/3 . 3084 
2.4596 
2.6143 
2 . 4827 
2.3016 
2.2237 
2.2431 
2.6726 
2.5215 
2.3036 
2 . 4332 
2 . 6137 
2.9328 
2.6104 
Shelbyville 2.4796 
Stewardson-Strasburg 2 . 7828 
Moweaqua 2.7661 
*Tower Hill 3 . 0760 
*Cowden - Herrick 3.2666 
OPR 
2 . 3435 
2.5798 
2 . 7756 
2.5684 
2 . 4991 
2.2855 
2.3865 
2.8802 
2.6961 
3.0093 
3 . 2962 
2 .9452 
3 . 0186 
3.0791 
2 . 5179 
2.9767 
3.0513 
3 . 2678 
3.2976 
Increase 
N/A 
4.9 
6 . 2 
3. 5 
8.0 
2.8 
6.4 
7.8 
6.9 
30. 1 
35 . 5 
12. 7 
2.9 
18 .0 
1. 5 
7.0 
10 . 3 
6 . 2 
9 . 5 
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School District 
Casey-Westfield 
Marshall 
Martinsville 
Neoga 
Cumberland 
Shiloh 
Kans as 
Chrisman 
Paris 
Sullivan 
Bethany 
Lovington 
Windsor 
Findlay 
Shelbyville 
Table 4 
Local Tax Revenues 
1981 Tax 1986 Tax 
Revenues Revenues 
1246418 864482 
947277 989654 
537194 459411 
818142 647592 
869431 1015176 
1012781 960301 
560925 696222 
840677 814030 
1023846 1187040 
1242067 1617641 
685623 
766934 
811525 
561325 
1095086 
832910 
797608 
716332 
748916 
Stewardson-Strasburg 641914 
1086957 
504395 
782621 
258288 
441252 
Moweaqua 
Tower Hill 
C owd en-Herrick 
752409 
379913 
519247 
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Percent 
Amount Change 
(+ I -) (+ I ) 
-381936 -30.6 
+42377 +4.5 
-77783 -14.5 
-170550 -20.8 
+145745 +16.8 
-52480 -5.2 
+135297 +24.1 
-26647 -3.2 
+163194 +15.9 
+375574 +30.2 
+147287 +21.5 
+30674 +4 . 0 
-95193 -11.7 
+187591 +33.4 
-8129 -0.7 
-137519 -21.4 
+30212 +4.0 
-121625 -32 . 0 
-77995 -15.0 
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Tab 1 e 5 
Difference in General State Aid from 1981-82 to 1986-87 
School Year 
1981-82 1986-87 
School District State Aid State Aid Increase Percent 
Casey-Westfield 887879 1267441 NA NA 
Marshall 1429263 1975165 545902 38 
Martinsville 453167 574435 121268 27 
Neoga 884085 1120022 235937 27 
Cumberland 1174476 1621761 447285 38 
Shiloh 48879 93061 44182 90 
Kans as 72181 83177 10996 15 
Chrisman 99422 163014 63592 64 
Paris 1583726 2510048 926292 58 
Sullivan 487790 909493 421703 86 
Bethany 97306 406568 309262 318 
Lovington 71311 165118 93807 132 
Windsor 115243 178828 63585 55 
Findlay 56107 193616 137509 245 
Shelbyville 1175970 1925635 749665 64 
Stewardson-Strasburg 210257 569782 359525 171 
Moweaqua 385557 645270 259713 67 
Tower Hill 260494 496617 236124 90 
Cowden-Herrick 606583 866713 260030 42 
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Table S lists the 1981-82 and 1986-87 General State 
Aid figures as well as the increases over the six year 
time span in both actual monies and percentages. 
Table 6 indicates the projected 1986-87 local tax 
revenues calculated with the 1980 OTR as well as the 
projected loss of local revenues from 1981-82 to 1986-87 
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with these new computations. Also listed is the increase 
of each school's state aid for the corresponding school 
years, 1981-82 and 1986-87, from Table 5. These two 
statistics are then used to indicate the difference, plus 
or minus (+ or -), between the projected local revenues 
from property· taxes and those from general state aid. 
A survey (Appendix G) was designed to collect data 
which identifies the administrators' perceptions of the 
effects of farmland reassessments on their particular 
schools since 1981. The survey provided data about 
increases or decreases of teachers, class offerings, and 
extra-curricular activities in the districts studied. It 
also provided data concerning each administrator's 
perceptions of the reasons behind the changes. The 
administrators were also asked to predict, to the best of 
their abilities, their perceptions of their school's 
financial future. 
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Table 6 
Indicator of General State Aid Replacing Local Revenues 
86-87 Projected Projected State Aid 
School District Tax Revenues Loss Increase +/-
Casey-Westfield NA NA +379562 NA 
Marshall 785071 -162205 +545902 + 
Martinsville 346671 -190523 +121268 
Neoga 818142 -257793 +235937 
Cumberland 642558 -226873 +447285 + 
Shiloh 902515 -110266 +44182 
Kansas 474188 -86737 +10996 
Chrisman 747987 -92690 +63592 
Paris 919413 -104432 +926292 + 
Sullivan 1145386 -96681 +421703 + 
Bethany 500584 -55282 +309262 + 
Lovington 60 6 34 3 -160592 +93807 
Windsor 691743 -119782 +63585 
Findlay 494575 -66750 +137509 + 
Shelbyville 969642 -125444 +749665 + 
Stew/Strasburg 420844 -221130 +359525 + 
Moweaqua 714375 -38034 +259713 + 
Tower Hill 328111 -51802 +236124 + 
Cow/Herrick 710508 -191261 +260030 + 
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Perception Survey 
The results of the Survey of School Administrators in 
EIESR; Effects of Farmland Reassessment, offer insights 
into the predicament of rural schools in Illinois. 
Seventeen of the nineteen school superintendents (897.) 
responded by returning the su rv ey. 
reported in Appendix H. 
The results are 
Not every question of the administra tor s survey was 
answered by respondents. Some schools did not have 
reductions in teachers or class offerings and therefore 
Questions 3,4, and 5 would not require responses . 
Table 7 
Analysis of Survey Items on Survey of School 
Administrators in EIESR; Effects of Farmland Reassessment 
Item 1. Has the number of teachers in your school 
district decreased since 1981 
Eleven of seventeen respondents replied yes while six 
replied no. One of the eleven yes answers was qualified 
because of the fact that a consolidation reduced the 
number of teachers ln that district. This qualification 
was noted. Also, three of the six no answers are not ln 
keeping with the statistics kept by the EIESR office. 
This discrepancy was not explained by the three schools 
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involved. Nevertheless, a clear finding is that a 
majority of the schools have had a reduction in the number 
of teachers. 
Item 2. Has the number of class offerings been 
reduced in your school district since 1981? 
Nine of seventeen school administrators (53%) 
responded yes to the question; seven responded no. One 
respondent qualified the question since the consolidation 
of two schools does not allow this question to be answered 
simply. Thus, a majority of school districts have reduced 
class offerings. 
If so, how many classes have been dropped? 
Eight of the nine positive responses indicated the 
number of classes dropped were from 4 to 14. 
Item 3. 
since 1981? 
In what areas have teachers been reduced 
Of the eleven administrators responding yes to 
Question 1, the responses to this question reported that 
teachers have been reduced in practically every field 
except science. Elementary and vocational teaching 
positions have been the most commonly eliminated. Sci enc~ 
positions remain stable. The loss of only two math 
teachers in seventeen schools lends credibility to the 
theory that current college requirements will keep math, 
science, and English positions stabilized, except for the 
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fact that the survey indicated that English teachers 
constituted the next largest area of reduction. As stated 
on one survey, the class size was increased for each 
English class to reduce the number of classes. Secondly, 
qualified teachers from other teaching areas within the 
district were assigned to teach a high school English 
class. 
Item 4 . In what areas have class offerings been 
decreased since 1981? 
Of the nine schools r es ponding yes to Question 2, 
science was the only subject in which class offerings were 
not reduced. · More schools had reductions in vocational 
classes than any other area . Various responses indicated 
that many reductions were from full-time teaching 
positions and full time teaching loads to part-time 
teaching positions. Administrators reported reductions of 
one to eight classes . Elementary class offering 
reductions were not proportionate to the reductions of 
elementary teaching positions according to the survey. 
Increased class sizes, cou~led with decreasing student 
populations, accounted for this descrepancy. 
Item 5. Are these decreases of teachers and class 
offerrings due to 
reasons, c) both, 
a) student population, b) financial 
d) both, but student population is more 
responsible, or e) both, but financial reasons are more 
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Of the eleven responses to Question 5, nine perceive 
financial reasons as a major cause of the decrease of 
teachers in their districts. Only one felt that a 
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decrease of student population was totally responsible and 
another perceived student population to be the major 
cause. One perceived financial reasons as being solely 
responsible and six of the nine who perceived financial 
reasons saw these as being the major cause in the 
reduction of teachers. In other words, eighty-two percent 
(82%) of the administrators whose districts reduced 
teachers viewed financial problems as the major reason for 
their cut-backs in teachers. 
Eight of the nine respondents to question two, 
concerning decreases in classes, declared their 
perceptions as to the reasons why. Of the eight, only one 
respondent perceived student population as the cause for a 
decrease in classes and one respondent perceived financial 
reasons while the other six perceived both student 
population and financial reasons as the reasons for 
decreasing classes. Five of those six placed a higher 
percentage of the responsibility for decreases on finances 
than population. Overall, six of eight respondents (75%) 
perceive finances to be the major problem. 
Item 6. Will your school district be able to offer 
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all the courses that will be required for university 
entrance: four years of math and English, three years of 
science and social studies, and two years of art, music, 
or foreign language? 
Sixteen of the seventeen repondents (94%) perceived 
their schools as being able to offer all the courses 
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required for university entrance in the future . The other 
respondent expressed concerns about being able to provide 
the requirements in the future. Therefore, at the pres e nt 
time, all respondents perceive that they are meeting 
college requirements and will be able to do so for at 
least the near future. 
Item 7. How many school sponsored extra-curricular 
activities, if any, have been cut since 1981? 
Nine of the seventeen respondents, or fifty-three 
percent (53%) indicated cuts in extra-curricular 
activities. Two not indicating extra-curricular cuts 
responded that they had a d e crease of teachers. All nine 
of those who responded positively concerning 
extra-curricular activity cut$, also responded that 
teachers had been cut for thos e particular school 
districts. 
Item 8. How many of these activities have been 
reinstated after being financed, entirely or partially, by 
means other than school funds? (Example: Booster Club) 
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Forty - four percent (44%) of respondents from Question 
7, or four of the nine, indicated that some of the 
extra-curricular cuts have been reinstated and financed 
fully or in part by other than school funds. Overall, 
Twenty-three percent (23%) have turned to this concept to 
maintain these activities . 
Item 9 . Has your district consolidated or considered 
consolidation since 1981? 
One respondent replied that they had already 
consolidated while six other respondents replied yes to 
the consideration of consolidation for their particular 
school district. Fifty - six percent (56%) of those 
responding to this question, or nine of the sixteen, have 
not considered consolidation, at least in any formal or 
organized way. One respondent did not comment. One of 
the smallest schools in the study has not considered the 
issue . 
It em 10 . If the funding situation is not changed, 
will your district still be operating at current levels in 
five years, in 10 years? 
Will it be operating at all in 5 years, in 10 years? 
Ten of the seventeen respondents, or fifty-nine 
percent (59%), perceive their districts as being unable to 
maintain current levels of education in five years . Only 
four of the seventeen, or twenty-four percent (24%), 
Farmland Reassessment 
perceive that their schools can survive for five years at 
the current curriculum levels. Three respondents would 
not comment on their perceptions. Even more respondents, 
eleven of seventeen or approximately sixty-five percent 
(65%), cannot perceive current levels of education as 
being maintained in 10 years and only two, or twelve 
percent (12%), perceive their district will be capable of 
maintaining its current level in ten years; four did not 
comment. 
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Twelve of the seventeen (71%) perceive that their 
schools will still be operating in five years, while one 
perceives that his/her district will not; four did not 
comment. · of those who did respond to the question, 
ninety-two percent (92%) do not perceive that their school 
districts will close in five years. Nine of the twelve 
(75%), responding to the question of existing in ten 
years, perceive that they will still be in existence. 
Three of the twelve (25%) do not expect their districts to 
continue to exist ten years from now. 
Answer to Questions 
Question. Has farmland reassessment negatively 
effected the tax base for rural schools in Illinois? 
Table 2 indicates that every school district in this 
study had a loss of EAV between 1980 and 1985 as a result 
of the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981. The decrease 
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ranged from a loss of eight-tenths of one percent ( . 8%) 
for Paris to Thirty-six and nine-tenths percent (36.9%) 
for Tower Hill with a median decrease of twelve and 
two-tenths percent (12.2%). 
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This percentage loss would be indicative of the loss 
of local revenues from the 1981 to 1986 school year if the 
operating tax rate had remained constant. However, tax 
rates increased over the years to compensate for the loss 
of revenue due to the declining EAV. Table 3 indicates 
the increase for each school district of its operating tax 
rate from 1980 to 1985. 
Table 4 indicates the actual figures from local tax 
revenues for 1981 and 1986 . The differences vary from 
district to district, but these generally reflect the OTR 
increases for each district. 
Question. Has the number of teachers in rural 
schools declined since the Farmland Assessment Act of 
1981? 
The findings of the administrators' survey in Table 
7, Item 1 indicates that a majority of schools have had a 
reduction in the number of teachers. Item 5 indicates 
that 82% of those superintendents whose districts reduced 
teachers viewed financial problems as the major reason for 
the reduction. Appendix F also indicates fourteen of the 
seventeen schools in the study have had teacher 
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reductions. 
Question. Has the total number of class offerings in 
rural schools declined since farmland reassessment? 
In Table 7, Item 2 indicates that a majority (53%) of 
school districts have reduced class offerings. The second 
part of Item 5 indicates that 75% of those districts with 
reduced class offerings perceive finances to be the major 
problem. Decreases in student populations was also 
indicated as a lesser contributing factor to reductions in 
class offerings. Item 10 indicates that 59% of those 
surveyed perceived their districts as being unable to 
maintain current levels of education in five years because 
of the present funding situation. 
Question. Are the income losses of farmland 
reassessment in rural schools totally covered by increases 
in state financial aid? 
According to Table 5, Kansas received the least 
amount of increase in actual revenues and in percentage of 
general state aid with only $10,996 (a 15% increase) while 
the school with the largest increase in dollar amounts of 
state aid ($926,322 or 58%) was Paris. Kansas was the 
third smallest school in the study while Paris was the 
largest. The smallest school, Tower Hill, received the 
third smallest amount while the second largest school, 
Shelbyville, received the second greatest amount of state 
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aid. Generally, the more pupils in a district, the more 
state aid that is received . The greatest percentage of 
increase belonged to Bethany (318%) . It should be noted 
here t hat one must avoid comparing the percentage 
increases of state aid with the percentage decreases of 
local revenues from EAV. These two statistics are not 
comparable. Table 6 demonstrates the actual comparison. 
Since the 1986-87 projected revenue was based on the 
assumption that the OTR did not change from 1980 to 1985, 
local tax revenues were estimated to be less in 1985 than 
in 1980 because the EAV was less. Table 6 indicates that 
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every district would have received less local tax revenues 
in 1986-87 using a constant tax rate for each year . Not 
all districts received enough in increased state aid to 
make up the difference in lost revenues without a self 
imposed tax rate increase. Not all districts managed to 
maintain the 1981 - 82 levels even with their tax rate 
increases . 
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Summary, Findings, Conclusions and Recommendati ons 
Summary 
This study examined the effects of farmland 
assessment on rural schools in the EIESR area. Data has 
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been collected and organized to inform the reader of the 
differences in the number of teachers working in this area 
in 1981 and in 1988 as well as the total number of classes 
offered to students then and now. The effects on the tax 
base are indicated by the 1981 and 1985 EAV's as well as 
by the districts' operating tax rates for those years. 
1986-87 s~ate aid figures indicate increased revenues to 
the school districts over the 1981-82 figures. Extra 
information pertaining to the schools involved was given 
for additional insight. 
Background information on the history and changes in 
farmland assessm ent is aided by cha rts further explaining 
the processes of farmland assessment. A list of counties 
and the percentage of EAV f rom farmland assessments 
(Appendix A) clarify this s tudy's definition of rural 
schools as those that receive fifty percent (5 0 %) or more 
of their EAV from farmland assessments. Various charts 
are included to enhance the reader's understanding of the 
process of farmland assessment as well as the decreases in 
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farmland EAV from 1981 to 1988 both by the productivity 
index and by the EAV per acre of the counties involved 
with this study . 
The perceptions of the administrators of the school 
districts included in this study were examined. According 
to them, the majority of their schools have had decreases 
in both teachers and class offerings . Vocational teachers 
and elementary teaching positions have been cut the most 
often. Vocational classes have constituted the largest 
class reductions . Although the school districts studied 
are all suffering from a lack of sufficent funding, the 
majority of schools in this study have not seriously 
considered consolidation. Administrators' perceptions of 
their districts' abilities to provide and survive are 
optimistic . The ability to provide the necessary classes 
for college entrance or to remain in operation up to ten 
years from now was viewed positiv e ly. Nevertheless, the 
current levels of education cannot be maintained for even 
five more years with present funding, according to those 
responding to the survey. 
Findings 
None of the nineteen school districts involved i n 
this study would be considered large by state standards. 
The smal 'lest school is a dual district with a combined 
total student population of 236 students. The largest 
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district has a total of 1974 students. The median student 
enr-0llment per district is 688 students. Enrollments have 
decreased slightly on a yearly basis in only six of the 
nineteen schools since 1981-82; the remaining thirteen 
districts have had fluctuating student populations but 
every district's enrollment is less in 1987-88 than it was 
in 1981-82. The area-wide average drop in enrollment for 
the given time span is eight and eight-tenths percent 
(8.8%) area wide with the extremes rangin g from 
seven-tenths of one percent (.7%) to twenty- six and 
three-tenths of one percent (26 . 3%). 
Only thr~e schools in this stu dy, Chrisman (2), 
Bethany (6), and Moweaqua (1), have increased the number 
of teachers in their districts. Two schools' statistics, 
Tower Hill and Cowden-Herrick, were unavailable for the 
elementary districts thereby preventing an accurate 
accounting for those two school systems. Casey-Westfield 
had the largest decrease of teachers resulting from the 
consolidation of the two schools during the 1981 to 1987 
time span . Of the thirteen schools remaining with 
decreases in teachers, Marshall had the most in actual 
cut-backs with 18 teachers (17.8%) and Windsor lost 14 
teaching positions for the greatest percentage r educt ion 
of 32.6%. The median number of teachers lost by the 
school districts in this study is 7.1 teachers, or a 10.7% 
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reduction of teachers from 1981-82 to 1987-88. Vocational 
teachers and their class offerings were reduced the mo s t. 
Elementary and English teachers were the next largest 
reductions . 
The 1985 EAV for all school districts in this study 
was less than the 1980 EAV as a result of the Farmland 
Assessment Act of 1981. Paris, the largest district in 
the study and the least reliant on farmland assessments, 
lost eight-tenths of one percent (.8%) of their EAV from 
1980 to 1985. Tower Hill lost thirty-six and nine-tenths 
percent (36.9%). 
While the EAV was going down in each district, the 
operating · tax rate was increasing to compensate for the 
decrease in the EAV . The percent of increase over the 
1980 OTR ranged from the lowest at 1.5% (Shelbyville) to 
the highest at 35.5% (Bethany). Sullivan had the second 
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highest increase with a increase of 30.1% and Findlay was 
third highest with 18%. 
The increase in the OTR enabled some districts to 
maintain or increase their local property tax revenues. 
Sullivan had the largest revenue increase of $375,574, a 
30.1% increase from 1981-82 to 1986-87. 
largest percentage increase with 33 . 4%. 
Findlay had the 
By 1986, 
Martinsville, Shiloh, Chrisman, and Stewardson-Strasburg 
were not able to maintain their 1981-82 levels of local 
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proper t y tax revenues even with the increases in their 
OTR . Shelbyville was able to maintain its 1986-87 tax 
revenues at 1981-82 levels within one percent . 
The amount of state aid from 1981-82 to 1986-87 
inc r eased for every school in this study. The percentage 
of increase ranged from 15% (Kansas) to 318% (Bethany) . 
The median increase of state aid from 1981 to 1986 was 
90.4% but the three districts that received the highest 
percentages besides Sullivan were Findlay (245%), 
S t ewardson-Strasburg (171%), and Lovington (132%) . 
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By multiplying each school ' s 1985 EAV times the 1980 
OTR, a projected 1986-87 local tax revenue was formulated 
to compare an approximate figure without the increased OTR 
to the 1981-82 local tax revenues . The school districts ' 
projected losses ranged from $38 , 034 (Moweaqua) to 
$257,793 (Neoga). Because of the consolidation of Casey 
and Westfield only the other eighteen schools were 
compared. Seven of the eighteen schools did not receive 
enough of an increase in state aid funds to compensate for 
the money that was lost using the 1980 OTR's in 
computations for the 1986-87 local tax revenues; the other 
eleven did. The school districts that have not been 
compensated sufficently for the loss of local tax revenues 
by increased state aid are predominately the smaller 
schools in the study. The size ranking from the smallest 
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to the largest for those schools was fourth, fifth, sixth, 
eighth, ninth, and thirteenth. 
An overwhelming majority of adminis t rators in this 
study perceive school financing as a major problem and one 
of the main reasons for teacher and class reductions since 
1 9 8 1 • They all feel that their schools are providing 
adequate and sufficient educational opportunities; to the 
extent that a majority have not even considered 
consolidation in a formal or organized way. Only four of 
seventeen administrators (24%) perceive that their schools 
can survive for five years at their current curriculum 
levels and on.ly two (12%) perceive their districts as 
surviving at curr e nt curricular levels over the next t e n 
years. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the administrators do 
not expect their districts to be in existence ten years 
from now. 
Conclusions 
Following an analysis of the data gathered for this 
study the following conclusions can be dra~n. 
1. Farmland reassessment has n e gatively effected the 
tax base for rural schools in Illinois . This study 
demonstrates that the EAV has decreased in every district 
studied since 1980, which was the last yea r p r ior to the 
Farmland Assessment Act of 1981 . It has also forced rural 
school districts to increase their operating tax rates in 
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attempts to maintain local tax revenues at 1981-82 levels. 
2. The number of teachers in rural schools has 
declined since the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981 . 
Student populations have decreased 8.8% while teachers 
have been cut back 10 . 7% since 1981. There are 121 fewer 
teaching positions in the EIESR in 1987-88 than in 1981 . 
Student enrollments did not decrease enough to warrant the 
loss of 121 teachers from 19 schools over seven years. 
The administrators involved in this study definitely 
perceive that financial problems are a major reason for 
the reductions of teachers. 
3. The . total number of class offerings in rural 
schools has declined since the Farmland Assessment Act of 
1981 . The majority of schools in this study have 
decreased class offerings . The majority of administrators 
perceive financial problems as the major reason for 
reductions in class offerings. 
4 . State aid increases covered the loss of income 
from the decreases in local tax revenues in a majority of 
cases of the schools involved in this study. Local tax 
revenues decreased due to the yearly decline of EAV's 
brought about by the Farmland Assessment Act of 1981 . 
State aid has increased since 1981 as has the OTR for each 
school district. The increase of the OTR was initiated to 
compensate for the reduction of the EAV. With the 
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calculated tax rate increases, only two schools have lost 
money when comparing a decrease of tax revenues with an 
increase of state aid. If the tax rate had remained 
constant since 1980 the lower EAV would have meant less 
local tax revenues . 
Recommendations 
Based upon the results of this study, the following 
recommendations are offered: 
1. Efforts must be made to increase other forms of 
funding since local taxes are contributing the major 
portion of the funding for rural school districts in 
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Illinois. The State must improve on its portion of school 
finances allocated to these rural schools. An informed 
public has more influence over their legislators and 
pressure should be applied in every possible, plausible 
manner to convince the state to uphold its part in 
educating its children. 
2 . Consider alternate forms of funding. Perhaps a 
state income tax increas e for education alone could 
compensate for the decreases 1n local tax revenues. The 
Farm bureau and others are pushing for the income tax to 
replace of the property tax, but that would eliminate the 
most reliable form of income schools have and replace it 
with a less reliable source. The EAV is continuing to 
drop and local tax revenues will continue to decrease; a 
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small personal income tax increase earmarked for education 
could be a supplemental source of revenue for school 
districts. 
3. Coordinate various school activities and 
curriculums in a cooperative manner with neighboring 
school districts to share expenses. This could defray the 
costs of each individual school that is currently 
attempting an overburdening and expensive activity or 
class . Cooperative football teams and other athletic 
activities have been attempt e d in the last year and 
teachers have been shared in the past among neighboring 
districts, with some success . 
4 . Continue monitoring the progress of school 
financing and at a future date do a follow-up study. In 
the future, it is recommended that instead of collecting 
the data from individual reports of the EIESR and county 
offices, particularly the local tax revenues and state aid 
to each individual school district, one should go to the 
Illinois Public Schools Financial Statistics (for the 
years involved) School Yeer issued by the ISBE, Department 
of School Finance. The data will not be quite the same as 
the data used in this study but it should be considered 
since its information is readily available. The 
publication lists the amount of local taxes and payments 
in lieu of taxes and other local revenues and general 
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state aid, in their totality . 
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Appendix A 
Farmland as Percentage of Total Egu a l ized Assessed 
Valuation by county-1981 
Total EAV f-;irr.1 lot;il EAV Farm 
(SOOO's) '" 
'" 
(SC'OO's) u,c 
· Adams S::.180,914 .0 26.0 Lee t307, 148.8 .i:3.2 
Alexander 39,890.6 285 Living::ton 399.82C.2 ~t·.-; 
Bond 9!l,11C.7 • ') r. Lop an ~00,729.0 f)0.8 .., ... ;... 
Boone 214.878.9 23.~ foJ,cDonough 2J1.508.3 49.9 
Brown 3U,9u:...9 f.G 4 McHt:nry 1,272 .Sl.i:.1.0 7.3 
l:iuruau 350,71 !:i.3 40.1 Mc Lenn 1 ,007 ,022.Ci 29.6 
Calhoun 29,33::.o 59.3 M::.con ue5,u21.4 1C.3 
Carroll 147,219.5 45.5 Macoupin 269,943.3 41 .1 
Cass 92,077.3 51.6 Mndlson , ,335,558.9 6.6 
Champaign 1,07G,5GO.O 24.0 Marion Hl0.ll20.4 24.2 
Christian 313,117.6 47.6 Marshall 140,571.9 53.3 
Clark 101,302.9 53.8 Mason 159,599.8 40.7 
Clay 96,038.0 48.5 Massac 129,811.6 11 .9 
Clinton 195,047.9 25.1 Monard 101,168.0 59.9 
Coles 316,154.4 29.4 Mercer 164,994.9 54.5 
Cook Monroe 129, 199.0 29.6 
Crawford 163,074.7 24.3 Montgomery 272, 142.6 35.4 
Cumberland 70,374.3 59.7 Morgan 278,115.0 36.3 
DeKalb 530,743.7 30.0 Moultrie 145,233.2 60.1 
DeWitt 356,144.6 27.3 Ogle 566,177.2 24.4 
Douglas 206,520.8 55.6 Peoria 1,324,182.7 5.8 
DuPage 6,356,451.0 . 0.3 Perry 12Ci,730.3 25.1 
Edgar 202,901.0 62.~ Pia It 193,609.7 62.2 
Edwards 51,404.0 41 .2 Pike 150,854.3 66.0 
Ellingham 203, 112.4 25.0 Pope 20,212.2 63.4 
Fayette 153,471.9 37.7 Putaski 25,920.4 G0.4 
Ford 177,705.U 57.3 Putn<im n.1.197.o 35.3 
Franklin 165,017.9 16.0 Re1ndolph 200,032.2 22.8 
Fulton 29U,397.0 35.6 Rich land 95, 158.3 36.G 
Gallatin SG,869.8 55.7 Rock lslund 1,051,850.4 4.7 
Greene 109,593.2 62.4 St. Clair 1,029,659.8 6.9 
Grundy 677,680.4 12.2 Saline 117,790.Ci 20.0 
Hamilton 67,33G.4 49.G San9;1mon 1,109,933.2 15.6 
Hancock 106,92G.O 5U.3 Schuylor 70,919.9 59.9 
Hardin 1G,941.6 38.6 Scott 45,071.7 64.0 
Henderson 86,444.7 C3.5 Shelby 19:.1,134.6 60.7 
Henry 396,19G.5 37.0 Stark 90,239.0 68.5 
Iroquois 3GO,Hl1.7 59.7 Stt?phcnson 307,497.6 28.6 
Jackson 224,874 .0 13.4 Tazewell 9 16,105.3 13.3 
Jasper 201,806., 27.3 Union 65,322.5 43.3 
Jellerson 214,653.1 10.7 Vermilion 529,997.1 30.4 
Jersey 92,476.7 37.5 Wabash 01,295.5 34.0 
Jo Daviess 101,394.2 25.13 Warron 193,417.5 5H.6 
Johnson 36,201.5 35.2 Washington 126,426.6 40.5 
Kane 2,04U,6f:l2.1 4.3 Wayne 167,965.5 35.9 
Kankakee 503,560.8 20.9 White 97,747.5 44 .3 
Kendall 3'..14,7H1.1 20.9 Whiteside 409,0GG.1 2H.9 
Knox 436,412.7 28.6 Wiii 2,333,032.4 4.7 
Lake 4,080,904.3 0.7 Wllllamson 241,013.4 8.3 
LaSalle 1,092,358.1 21 .ti Winnebago 1,385,3G4.9 4.4 
Lawrenc& 110,0Cil .8 J4.7 WoOdlord 207.211 .9 30.7 
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Appendix B 
Certified value of Average EAV of Cropland and Farmland 
1982 EAV 1983 EAV 1984 EAV 19 85 EAV 
County Crop Farm Crop Farm Crop Farm Crop Farm 
Clark 207 181 186 162 107 93 110 95 
Cmbrlnd 235 211 212 191 131 11 7 137 123 
Edgar 396 379 372 356 281 23 3 30 5 252 
MOU 1 tr i e 426 413 404 391 312 30 2 339 328 
Shelby 286 256 263 235 178 159 189 150 
1986 EAV 1987 EAV 1988 EAV 1989 EAV 
C OU n t y Crop Farm Crop Farm Crop Farm Crop Farm 
(estimated) 
Clark 109 94 86 75 98 85 88 77 
Cmbrlnd 137 123 110 83 123 93 111 89 
Edgar 315 261 265 219 283 234 255 211 
MOU 1 tr i e 351 340 298 289 316 30 5 284 275 
Shelby 192 152 158 125 173 1 3 7 156 123 
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1988 Equalized Assess e d Values per Acre Per Averag e 
Management Productivity Index 
Equd lz.:d Equdized 
Productlvlty >.:;:>i::.s1:cl Productivity }.:;se:>s1:d 
Tndeic v .. lu<! Tnd<!lC v .. tui? 
60 ~ 10.00 95 tll0.90 
61 10. 09 'Jli ll0 . 21 
G2 ll.12 'J7 12~.55 
Gl 12.Sl 'JU 132.94 
G-1 u. )5 'J9 l°'O. •O 
G5 l4 .10 100 10 .90 
GG 15.UU 101 1 S5, -1 l 
G7 l~.U2 1U2 lGl.02 
GU lei. G• lUl nu . Ge; 
G'J i"/.4ci l U4 .l 1U,) J 
70 10.:/7 105 lilG.07 
71 .l'J • U'J lUG l'H.Ol 
72 2~.~1 l 07 :!U 2 , :.!J 
7l 21i. 0-1 l OU 210, ·I~ 
H 2'). ~2 lU'J :! 1 U. C5 
.75 ):?,')') llO 22G,U5 
71i llidS 11! :!J!.i .o~ 
77 )'J. ') l 112 2-i). 2!> 
'/U •l. '10 ll) 2~ l. 4 5 
'/') ·,..;. uu 114 2~·J. &:5 
OU so . )5 115 2i;7. us 
ill 5). u 2 llli 27G. US 
U2 ~ 7. JO l 17 ]UL 25 
0) CU.H llU ~·J2.~·j 
U-1 liL2• ll 'J lOU.li7 
05 C1. 71 120 l00 . U7 
Uli 71.1 'i 121 ll 7. 07 
07 7 ·1. Gli 1 ·••• .. ):.!~. :!c; 
uu 7 u. l) l ~) ))l.-1 ~ 
U'J uu.~o l :!• l-11. ... . , 
'JO U:!. 6-1 125 H'J.U7 
•Jl uu.o l :! c; )~U.I)'/ 
n 'I), I) l 1n lGc;. 27 
')) 'J7.UG l:!U l7-i. fl 
').I lOl. Ull 12!> lU:!.GD 
llU )'JU.OU 
State of Illinois, Departm e nt of Revenue, Pr o pe rty Tax 
Admini s tration Bur e au 
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Public School Student Enro l lments 
School District 
Casey-Westfield 
Marshall 
Martinsville 
Neoga 
Cumberland 
Shiloh 
Kansas 
Chrisman 
Par i. s 
Sullivan 
Bethany 
Lovington 
Windsor 
Findlay 
Shelbyville 
Stewardson-Strasburg 
Moweaqua 
Tower Hill 
Cowden-Herr i ck 
1981 - 82 
(1153) 
1518 
514 
921 
11 7 2 
442 
311 
490 
1975 
1187 
526 
394 
423 
312 
1576 
445 
689 
320 
586 
1986-87 
1070 
1364 
456 
856 
1145 
391 
314 
476 
1949 
1102 
509 
385 
410 
3 2 3 
1445 
448 
614 
246 
515 
% (+ or-) 
-7 . 2 
-10 . 1 
-11 . 3 
-6 . 1 
-2.3 
-11. 5 
+O . l 
-2.9 
-1 . 3 
-7 . 2 
-3 . 2 
-2 . 3 
- 3. 1 
+3 . 5 
-8 . 3 
+0.1 
-10.9 
-23.l 
- 12 . 1 
State of Illinois, Department of Revenue, Property Tax 
Administration Bureau 
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Appendix E 
Public School Student Enrollments 
School District 1981-82 1987-88 % of decrease 
Casey-Westfield (1153) 1127 2. 3 
Marshall 1518 1360 10.4 
Martinsville 514 443 1 3 . 8 
Neoga 921 851 7. 6 
Cumberland 1172 1130 3 . 6 
Shi loh 442 390 11. 8 
Kansas 3 l 1 302 2. 9 
Chrisman 490 481 1. 8 
Paris 1975 1874 5. 1 
Sullivan 1187 1106 6.8 
Bethany 526 521 1. 0 
Lovington 394 370 6 . l 
Windsor 423 412 2. 6 
Findlay 312 297 4.8 
Shelbyville 1576 1430 9. 3 
Stewardson-Strasburg 445 442 0. 7 
Moweaqua 689 602 12. 6 
Tower Hi 11 320 236 26.3 
Cowden -Herrick 586 498 15. 0 
State of Illinois, Department of Revenue, Property Tax 
Administration Bureau 
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Appendix F 
Public School Teacher Employment 
School District 1981-82 1987-88 Difference + or-
Casey-Westfield(Consolidated)(l06) 72 -34 
Marshall 101 83 -18 
Martinsville 43 34 -9 
Neoga 61 SS -6 
Cumberland 76 69 -7 
Shiloh 39 33 -6 
Kansas 33 24 -9 
Chrisman 37 39 +2 
Paris 13S 127 -8 
Sullivan 72 68 -4 
Bethany 30 36 +6 
Lovington 36 30 -6 
Windsor 43 29 -14 
Findlay 27 24 -3 
Shelbyville 91 88 -3 
Stewardson-Strasburg 36 33 -3 
Moweaqua 40 41 +l 
Tower Hill lS HS only 28 both NA 
Cowden-Herrick 21 HS on 1 y 41 both NA 
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SURVEY OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS IN EIESR; EFFECTS OF 
FARMLAND REASSESSMENT 
1. Has the number of teachers in your school district 
decreased since 1981? 
68 
2. Has the number of class offerings been reduced in your 
school district since 1981? 
If so, how many classes have been dropped? 
3. In what areas have teachers been reduced since 1981? 
(indicate on table l) 
4. In what 
since 1981. 
a r e a s h a v e c 1 a :i s o f [ c 1· i. n g s 
(indicate on table 1) 
been decreased 
TABLE 1 (PLEASE CHECK AREAS IN COLUMNS FOR BOTll REDUCTION 
OF TEACHERS AND REDUCTION Of CLASS OFFERINGS) 
ELEMENTARY 
MATHEMATICS 
SCIENCE 
ENGLISH 
SOCIAL STUDIES 
FOREIGN LANGUAGE 
MUS IC 
ART 
BUSINESS 
VOCATIONAL 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
REDUCTION OF 
TEACHEKS IN: 
R£DUCTION OF 
CLASS OFFElUNCS lN: 
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Appendix G Continued 
5. Are these decreases of teachers and class offerings 
due to: 
Student population 
Financial reasons 
Both 
Both, but student population 
is more responsible 
Both, but financial reasons 
are more responsible 
DECREASE OF 
TEACHERS 
DECREASE OF 
CLASSES 
6. Will your school district be able to offer all the 
courses that will be required (or university entrance; 
that is, four years of math and English, three years of 
science and so~ial s tudi es, two years of art, music, or 
foreign language? 
7. How many school 
activities, if any, 
sponsored 
have been 
extra-curricullar 
cut since 1981? 
8. How many of these activities have been reinstated 
after being financed, entirely or partially, by means 
other than school funds? (Example: Booster Club) 
9. Has your district consolidated or considered 
consolidation since 1981? 
10. If the funding situation is not changed, will your 
district still be operating at current lev els 
in 5 years? 
in 10 years? 
Will it be operating at all in 5 years? 
in 10 years? 
Comments: 
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Appendix H 
Administrators Perceptions Survey Tally Sheet 
It em 1 : Has the number of teachers in your school 
district decreased since 1981? Yes-11, No-6. 
I tern 2: Has the number of class offerings been 
reduced in your school district since 1981? 
Other-I. 
Yes-9, No-6, 
If so, how many classes have been dropped? (9 
responses) 4,5,5,14,14,9,4,7, yes 
I tern 3: In what areas have teachers been reduced 
since 1981? (indicated on Survey table 1) 
Item 4: · In what areas have class offerings been 
decreased since 1981 . (indicated on Su r vey table 1) 
Survey Table 1 
Elementary 
Mathematics 
Science 
English 
Social studies 
Foreign language 
Music 
Art 
Schools with 
Reduction of 
Teachers in: 
7 
2 
0 
4 
2 
1 
2 
3 
Schools with 
Reduction of 
Class Offerings in: 
2 
1 
0 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
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Business 
Vocational 
Appendix H Continued 
1 
8 
Physical education 3 
Other 2 
3 
6 
1 
0 
71 
Item 5: Are these decreases of teachers and class 
offerings due to: 
Student population 
Financial reasons 
Both 
Both, but student population 
is more responsible 
Both, but financial reasons 
are more responsible 
DECREASE OF 
TEACHERS 
1 
l 
2 
1 
6 
DECREASE OF 
CLASSES 
l 
1 
1 
0 
5 
Item 6: Will your sch ool district be able to offer 
all the courses that will be required for university 
entrance; that is, four years of math and English, three 
years of science and soci3l studies, and two years of art, 
music, or foFeign language? Yes-16, No-0, Other-1 . 
Item 7: How many school sponsored extra-curricular 
activities, if any, have been cut since 1981? 9 schools 
responded to having anywhere from 1 to 5 cuts in 
extra-curricular activities. 
Farmland Reassessment 
Appendix H Continued 
Item 8 : How many of these activities have been 
reinstated after being financed, entirely or partially, 
means other than school funds (Example: Booster Club)? 
of the responding 9 from Question 7 indicated that other 
than school funds allowed some exta-curricular to be 
reinstated. 
72 
by 
4 
Item 9: Has your district consolidated or considered 
consolidation since 1981? Yes-7, No-9 
Item 10: If the fundi.ng si.tuation ts not changed, 
will your district still be operati.ng at current levels 
i.n 5 years? 
i.n 10 years? 
Yes-4, No-10, No comment-3 
Yes-2, No-11, No comment-4 
Will it be operating at all in 5 years? 
No-1, No comment-Li 
i.n 10 years? Y es - 9 , N o - 3 , No c om men t - 5 
Yes-12, 
